REMARKS 



The present amendment is submitted in response to tlie Office Action 
dated November 20, 2006, which set a three-month period for response, making 
this amendment due by February 20, 2007. 

Claims 1-2, 4, and 7-8 are pending in this application, with claims 3 and 6 
having been withdrawn from consideration. 

In the Office Action, claims 1-2, 4-5, and 7-8 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. Claims 1-2, 4-5, and 7-8 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
5,316,393 to Daugherty. 

In the present amendment, claims 1, 4, and 8 were amended to address 
the rejection under Section 112, second paragraph. 

Claim 1 has been amended to more clearly define the present invention 
over the cited patent to Daugherty, and claims 3, 5, and 6 have been canceled. 

Amended claim 1 now defines that one spring element (7.3, 8.3) each of 
the spring elements is located between the inner bearing shell (7.2, 8.1) and a 
step located on the shaft of the rotor (5). 

Daugherty does not disclose a spring element disposed between the inner 
bearing shell and a step located on the shaft of the rotor, as recited in original 
claim 5. Specifically, the Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's 
opinion on page 4 of the Office Action, since no such embodiment comprising 
spring elements arranged in this manner can be seen in the Daugherty figures. 
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The combination of features as defined in amended claim 1 provides 
significant advantages over the device disclosed in Daugherty. Daugherty 
discloses a ball bearing which has the disadvantage that when sudden changes 
of actual forces occur, the ball bearing, with its outer ring, hits an abutment, 
which leads to significant noise generation. These disadvantages do not occur 
with the electrical machine as defined in amended claim 1. 

The Applicants furthermore respectfully submit that Daugherty is not a 
proper reference under 35 USC 102 pursuant to the guidelines set forth in the 
last paragraph of MPEP section 2131, where it is stated that "a claim is 
anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claims is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference", and that 
"the identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in 
the ... claim". A prior art reference anticipates a claim only if the reference 
discloses every limitation of the claim. Absence from the reference of any 
claimed element negates anticipation. Row v. Dror, 42 USPQ 2d 1550, 1553 
(Fed. Cir. 1997). 

For the reasons set forth above, the Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 1-2, 4, and 7-8 are patentable over the cited art. The Applicants further 
request withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 and reconsideration of 
the claims as herein amended. 

In light of the foregoing amendments and arguments in support of 
patentability, the Applicants respectfully submit that this application stands in 
condition for allowance. Action to this end is courteously solicited. 
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Should the Examiner have any further comments or suggestions, the 
undersigned would very much welcome a telephone call in order to discuss 
appropriate claim language that will place the application into condition for 
allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/MlchaeU. Striker/ 

Michael J. Striker 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No.: 27233 
103 East Neck Road 
Huntington, New York 11743 
631-549-4700 
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